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REMARKS 

Claims 1-31 arc pending in ihc present application. By this Response, CJnims 1, 
1 8 Hntl 30 arc amended to rcciie that simulating a browser includes preparing an encoded 
data strcnm simihr to one that is sent by iin ciclual browser. Suppon for the amendments 
euri be found at least on pages 14-15 of the presenl specification. Reconsideration oflhc 
claims is rcspcctluUy requested in view of the claim amendments and Ihe remarks set 
Torlh below. 

I* Teionhonc [iitervicw 

Applicant lhanks Exumincr Bruekart for the courtesies extended to Applicant's 
rcprcscnUilivc dnriny the February 17, 2004 telephone interview. Dining the telephone 
interview, IZxaminej- Hnickart suggested to amend indcpciulcnt claims 1,18 and 30 to 
recite that simnkUing a browser includes prcparin^t an encoded data stream similar to one 
ihat is sent by an actual browser. Fxaminer BrucVart agreed that the above amendments 
overcome the Rogers rercrcnce. Therefore it is Apphcant's understanding that, pending 
an update search by lixaminer Bruckarl, the presciit claims arc now in condition for 
allowance. The subslance of tiic interview is summarized in ihe following remarks. 

II. 35 D-S.g § 112. Second Parauraph 

1 he Office Action rejects claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as 
allegedly being indefinite for Hiiling to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter, which applicant regards as the invi'ation. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Applicant resi)cctfully submits that the phra.se ''simulating a browser*' as recited in 
the claims of the present invention is not hidefinilo as allegwl by the Examiner. The 
melhod for "sinudating a bi-owser'' Is defined at least on page 14, hue 19-page 15, line 10 
of (he present specification, which reads as follows: 
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For coinmiiaicaliTig with the host t]i;il originated the applet, the 
W plot <;inu ilatcs a browst^r in its c omumou' ations wit h the. hosj, Nonn al ly, 
the? iipplct comnuinicate* with a scivcr through a socket. This tyi^e of 
communicalion, using a socket does not work because the applet will I17 
to run a. program on the firewall server, believing that the firewall sci-vcv is 
the hosling vserver, when no siicli program is present. 

Spe cifically, the aoolct prepares a H TTP enc oded stream similar to 
one tha t is sent by a b rowser. To provide tins capability to the applet, the 
code making up the applet is designed to use 11 ITl* and URT. connection 
proces\sas as described in more detail bclov,' in Figures 7A-7D, In 
creating the llTfP encoded stream, the applet will include a UR.L to the 
progriun at the host as well as identilying llie dala that will be passed to 
that jirograin. Since the browser is able to commimicale through a firewall, 
this encoded data stream from the unsigned applet also is able to pass 
through the flrewalh In the depicted cxan^plcs, tlic ll'lTP encoded stream 
is n universal resource locator (UUT;) cncoilcd stream. On the originating 
host, a program receives and ])roccsses the streaju from tlie applet. 

I'hus, the applet, in one exemplary emhodirncnl, simulates a browser by preparing 
an HTTP cjicoded stream. Further, in this cxcmpKu-y embodiment, the code making up 
the applet is designed to use HTTP and URL connection processes. Moreover, the claims 
are amended to recite that simuUiting a browser ini:ludcs preparing an encoded data 
stream similar lo one that is s^cut by an actual brov/ser. Thus, Applicant respectfully 
submits thai the j)hrasc "simulating a browser" is f jelincd in such a manner to reasonably 
apprise one of ordinary skill in the art of both the ;itihV.aiion and the scope of the 
invention. 

Applicant therefore respectfully submits \hM claim 1 meets the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. Accordingly, A|)j)licant respectfully requests that the 
rejection of claim 1 under 35 IJ.S.C. § 1 12, Seconal paragraph be withdrawn. 



II!. 3 5 U.S>i:. S 102. AUcifed AiiticiDntiou of Ctahns 1-5. 9-12. 18-22, and 26-31 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-5, 9-12, 18-22, and 26-31 under 35 U.S.C § 
102(a) being allegedly anticipated by Rogers el al. (U.S. Patent No, 5,974,441). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Willi regard to claim 1 , the Office Action rotates: 
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Rcgf^rding claim I, a method in a drila processing system (Rogers: 
col 9, lines 24-28) with a host (Rogci-s: col 5, lintJS 32-34), the method 
comprising: 

simulating a browser in the dala processing system lo form a 
simulation (Rogers: col 5, lines 14-20) whv'rein the browser being 
simulated is able lo communicate through Iho firewall (Rogers: col9, lines 
24-28); and 

ccuivnunicating with the host direcily using the simulation instead 
of using Iho browser (Rogers: coll 8, lines 40-47). 
OHtcc Action dated November 26, 2003, page 3. 

Claim 1 , which is ruprcscnlativc of claims ] 8 and 30 with regard to similarly 

recited subject nuiltcr, is amended to read as follows: 

1 . A method in a data processing system for communicating across a 
firewall with a host, the method comprisiji:^: 

simul aliniLj: ;i hrow.ser in the data processing system to fomi a 
simulation, wherein the browser bc in!^ sim;datcd is able to communicate 
tlirongh the fi rewal l and wherein simula tini^ tlic bi'Owscir.mcll]dcs 
prcpnri nti an encoded data slrcam similar trt on e tliat is sent by an actual 
browse r; and 

conimunicatiiig with the host dirccliy usim; the .simulation instead 
of using the browser, (emphasis added) 

A prior art reference anticipates the claimct! invention under 35 U.S.C. § 102 only 
if every clement of a claimed invenlion is identically shown in that single reference, 
arranged as they are in the cUnms. In re Bond, 910 R2d S31, 832, 15 U.S.P.Q.2d 1566, 
1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990). All limitations of the claimed invention must be considered when 
determining patentability. In re Lowiy, 32 F.3d 1579, 1582, 32 U.S,P.Q.2d 1031, 1034 
(I'cd. Cir. 1994). Anticipation focuses on whether u claim toads on the product or process a 
prior art reference discloses, not on what the rcfcrcncc broadly teaches. Kahnan v. 
Kunhcrly-ChtrkCorfh, 713 l'.2d 760, 218 U,S.1\Q. 781 (Fed, Cir 1983). Applicant 
respectively submits that Rogers does not identically show every clement of the claimed 
invention arranged as they are in the claims. Specillcally, Rogers does not teach 
simulating a browser to communicate through a fircswall, wherein simulating the browser 
includes prcpiiring an encoded data stream similar to one that is sent by an actual 
browser. Similarly, Rogers docs not teach communic^iting with the host directly using 
Ihe browser sinuilation Instead of using the browser. 
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Kogers is directed to a system that allows wob users to request information lliat is 
created by a d'rfla inlcrprolnlion system and then presented by a web server to the user of 
the web. In Rogers, data is retrieved Trom multiple sources and processed by a decision 
support ca|isule. Users can access data located on diriercnt databases in a foiTii the user 
desires, such as y i^raphical fonuaC. (Tiogers, colimtn 5, lines 26-51) In other words, a 
user may use a graphical format set up as ahyiicrlink to more easily access infomiation 
from muliiplc databases. In addition, the user may also enter input parameters such as a 
user id as shown in Figures 3 and 5, clement 41 of Rogers. WWlc Rogers may use a 
browser to display data in a form the user desires, ihcrc is nothing in Rogers that leaches 
sjmalating a browser in the data processing system, wherein the browser b cin.i^.SAniuMed 
is able to conmiunicalc through the tlrcwalK and v^ hercin giiMljting th e browser includes 
preparin g an en coded data shcam si milar to one th ai is sent hy an actual br owser. 
Similarly, Rogers docs Jiot teach conmiunicating v;ith the host directly using the browser 
simulation insleiad of usin^ thcbro\yscr. To the contrary, Rogers presents data located on 
(litTcrcnl databases using an act ual browser, not a !?,imLdated browser. 

In the l^'ebruiiry 17, 2004 telephone inteivic-w, Examiner Bruckart indicated that 
amending the chiims to clarify that simulating the browser includes preparing an encoded 
data slrcam similar to one that is sent by an actual browser wou]<l define over the Rogers 
reference, Applicant respectfxilly submits that independent claims 1, 18 and 30, in their 
present slate ure now in condition for allowance pending an update search. 

In view of the above. Applicant vespectfuliy submits that Rogers does not teach 
each and every feature independent claims 1,18 and 30 as required under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(a). At least by virlne of their dependency on elaims 1 and 1 8, respectively^ Rogers 
does not teach each and every feature of dependent claims 2-5 and 19-22, Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-5, 18-22 and 30 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a). 

In addition to the above, Rogers does not teach all the features recited in 
dependent claims 2, 5, 19 and 22. For example, vA\\\ regard to claims 2 and 19, Rogers 
docs not leach lliat thc simulating and communicMing steps of claim 1 are performed by 
an applet. The Ofljcc Action alleges this feature is taught at column 10, lines 48-50, 
This section as well as surrounding text, reads as follovvs: 

Pnge lOof 19 
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'Hic improvements on Ihe above clei^cription achieve online 
jinal>1icnl processing from a web browser, flic Wch client accesses a web 
server and downloads HTML and a Java a]'»[>Iel(s). Tlic Java applet's 
execution is initiated by a web browser that can inlei-prct Java. The Java 
npplcl couiinunicalcs via TCP/IP sockets to a control program agent that 
oxocutcs on the web server. The control pri^grani agent provides the 
coinnuniication vehicle from the Wch cliciit to the data inlcrprctalion 
syylcm (DIS), also known as the Intelligent Decision Server (JDS), via a 
Open DIS Access Server (ODAS). 

This section simply teaches dowjiloading H TML and Java applets from a Web 
server via TCP/IP sockets. As set forlh above, Roj.".ers simply docs not teach sinnilating a 
browser. Ilalhcr, Rogers teaches displaying infonuation in an actual web browser. 
Conscqiicndy, Rogers does not leach using an applet to si mulate a browser or 
communicale witli the host directly using the simul ated browser, as recited in claims 2 
and 1 0, Merely teaching applets in general does not anticipate an applet simulating a 
browser for communicating through a firewall. 

With regard to claims 5 and 22, Rogers docps not teach that the simulating step of 
claim 1 inchidos creating a universal resource locator connection with the host. The 
Orfice Action alleges this feature is taught at cokuun 19, Ihies 54-59 which reads as 



In I'fG, 1 1, the web browser(s) 130 accesses an associated Web 
Server 131, 131^ HV either by a couplini; or addressing with a uniform 
resource locator (URL) ihe Web Server 131 which maybe selected with a 
Hyperlink. 

WInle (hiii section may teach addressing a Web server with a URL, once again, this 

section fails to teach anything about sijnulating a browser. Consequently, Rogers does 

nol teach that the simuhUinu stop of claim 1 includes creating a universal resource locator 

connection with the host. Thus, in addition to being dependent on claims 1 and 18, 

dependent claims 2, 5^ 19 and 22 are also allowable over Rogers by virtue of the specific 

features recited in these claims. 

Willi regard to indcpcn<knt claim 9, the Office Action stales: 

Regarding claim 9, u method in an fipplct (Rogers: col. 10, lines 48- 
51 on H client data processing system (Roi:ers: col 10, lines 48, 49) for 
transferring data across a fire wall (Rogers: col. 9, lines 24-28) to a host 



follows; 



Page 11 oflV 
L.^kiidlur-00/6'j:j,394 



PAGE 13/21 * RCVD AT 2/26/2004 4:34:41 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0€F)(RF-1/2 ' DNIS:8729306 * C8ID:972 367 2002 * DURATION (mm-ss):06<6 



FEB-26-2004 THU 04:47 PM CA^NS, YEE & CAHOON FAX NO. 972^7 2002 



daU processing system (Rogers: col. 10, lines 55; IDS), ihe method 
comprising: 

opening, by ibc applet, a universal resource loc£ilor connection to a 
host data processing .system (Rogers: col. 10, lines 51-59); and 

transferring data across the firewall directly between tlie applet and 
tlic liost data processing system using the luiivcrsal resource locator 
connection (Ro^^crs: col. 10, lincis 51-59). 
Oriico Action dated November 26, 2003, page 



Claim 9, which is representative of claims 26 and 31 with regard to simiUuiy 
recited subject inaticrj reads as follows: 

9. A method in an applet on a client tluta processing system for 
transferring data across a firewall to a host data proccssmg system, the 
method comprising: 

opening, by the applet, a universal i csourcc locator connection to a 
host data processing system; and 

transferring dtita across Utc Jl rewa] [ dir ectly between the applet and 
the host <lata processing system usiafi tlic nn iversal resource locator 
connection , (emphasis added) 

Rogers docs not teach IransfciTing data across the firewall directly between the 

;\pplet and the host data processing syslcm using the imiversal resource locator 

connection as recited in claims 9, 26 and 31 despite allegations made in the Office 

Action. Tlic Office Action alleges Rogers tenches this feature at column 10, lines 51-59, 

which rciuls as follows: 

llic Java applet communicates via TCP/If sockets to a control program 
agent that executes on the weh server. Tlic control program agent 
provides the connnnnicalion vehicle from ihe Web client to the data 
interpretation system (OIS), also kjiown as Ihe Intelligent Decision Server 
(IDS), via a Open DIS Access Server (ODAS). ODAS is a feature of a 
data interpretation system that allows progrmis to initiate DTS functions, 
such as invoking DIS capsules. 

This suction merely tcaclies that a Java applet communicates with a control 
program agent on a web sewer via TClViP sockel^i. There is nothing in this section that 
even alludes to transferring data across the firewall directly between the applet and the 
host data processing system. At best, Rogers memions that the intranet of Figure 1 1 is 
located behind a firowalL The mcr^; mention of a firewall in Rogers does not anticipate 
Irynstcrring data across the firewall directly between an ap plet and a host data processing 
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s^^slcrn. Rogers is not conccnicd with allowing an applet to comniunicalc with a host 
ncross a firewall. Other than mentioning a firewall and abrowsei\ Rogers really has 
nollnng to do with the presently claiincd invention. Tluus Rogers does not teach 
Iransfurring data across the firewall directly bctwc^rn the applet and the host data 
processing system using Ihc universal resource locilor connection as recited in claims 9, 
26 and 31. 

hi view of the above. Applicant respectfully submits that Rogers docs not teach 
each and every feature claims 9, 2(5 and 31 its required under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a). At least 
by virtue of their dependency on claijns 9 and 26, respectively, Rogers does not teach 
CL^ch and every feature of dependent claims 10-12 :ind 27-29. Accordingly, Applicant 
rcy-jieclfully requests withdrawal of the rcjcclion of claims 9-12, 26-29 and 31 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(a), 

IV, 3 S U.S.C. g 102. Alleged Anticipniion of CUims ls3. IS and 17 

The Ofllcc Action rejects claims 13, 15 and 1 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as bcini^ 
allegedly anticipated by Stern ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,935,249), This rejection is 
respectfully (ra versed. 

With I'cgard to independent claini 13, the Officc'Action states: 

Regarding claim 13, a data processing system (Stern: coL 3, lines 
51-55) comprising: 

a bus system (Stern: col. 4> line 24); 

a comnmnicalions unit connected to the bus (Stern: col. 4, hnes 24- 
30)^ wherein data is sent and received using the conimuuications unit 
(Stern: col. 4, linos 31-36); 

a incnioiy connected to the bus syslcm, whereiji a set of 
instructions arc located in the memory (Stern: col. 3, lines 62-65); and 

a processor unit connected to the bus system (Stern: col. 4, lines 
2 1-24), wherein the processor unit executes the set of instructions to 
sijniilate a browser in the data processing system in which the browser 
being simulated is able to comnninicalo tlvough the fire wall and 
communicale with tlie host directly in.stead of using the browser (Stern: 
col. 3, lines 57^60). 
OJTicc Action dated November 26. 2003, page 5. 
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Claim 13 rcaHs as follows: 

13. A dfJla processing system comprising: 
<i bus system; 

a comniLUUcalions luiil connected to ibc bos, wherein data is sent 
and received using the conuminicatioiis unil; 

a niemory connected to the bus system, wherein a set of 
instructioLis arc located in Uie incniory; and 

a processor imit connected to the bif.s system, wherein the 
processor unit cxecnlcs the set of instrae tiuns to simul ate a browser in the 
dala processing system in which the browsvr bei nia sinnihited is able to 
com mutiicale Ihroutzh the fire w all and cotn municatc with the host directly 
inst ead oPtisinu the browser , (emphasis adricd) 

Stern is directed lo a network interface device embedded with a liusled 
management function. The network interface device of Stem incorporates a secure 
Inui^uai^c processor, non-volatile memory, and a c:irricr sense circuit. The secure 
limynage processor executes a secure kui£iiage pri>t?jam, and the non-volatile memory 
stores identificaLion keys for remote devices and objects of value for network 
api)lieation3. Jf an application program is to be executed or accessed by die host 
computer, the secure language processor verifies tliat the object of value allows such 
execution or access. If a remote network device aitempts to control the fuTictionality of 
the network interface device^ the secure language j^roccssor verifies that the remote 
network device lias the authority to issue such a cCHnmand. (Abstract) 

lliero is nolliing in Stern that teaches simulating a browser. The Office Action 

allciics this feature is taught at column 3, lines 57-60 of Stem, This section, as well as 

surrounding text, reads a$ follows: 

According to one embodiment, the secure network management 
functions ajid other aspects of the present iJivention arc implemented by a 
processing unit in a network interface device connected lo or built into a 
network station. 'J'he processing unit executes a sequence of instructions 
stored in a memory. Tlic memory ntay be a random access memory 
(RAM), read-only memory (ROM), a persr.stcnt store, such as a mass 
storage device, or any combination of these devices, fixecution of the 
sequences of instructions causes the procei^sing unit to perform steps 
according to the present invention. 

This section merely teaches that aprocessijig unit in a network interface device 
processes; instructions stored in random access niLinory^ read only memory or other types 
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of storage tlcviccii. Tlicrc is nothing in this sccliow or any other section of Stern Ihftt 
teaches a browser. Id cilono simulating a browser Xi> coiiiniiinicate through a firewall, hi 
fact, nowhere is the word "browser"' even mentioned in Stem, This is because Stern is 
dircclcd to m cnlircly different problem than the present invention. That is, Stem is 
concerned with providing a network interface device which allows a secure 
rcpresenlalion ofnctwork services to a host computer. Conversely, the presently claimed 
invention is concerned with simulating a browser tti communicate through a firewall, 
Thus, Stern docs not teach or suggest instructions lo simulate a browser in the data 
processing system in which the browser being simulaled is able to communicate through 
the firewall and communicate whli the host directly instead of using the browser. 

In view of the above, Applicant rcspcctruUy submits that Stern docs not teach 
each and every feature claim 13 as required xmder U.S.C, § 102(b). At least by virtue 
of their dcpcndcacy on claim 13, Stern does not ic.^ch each an<l every feature of 
dependent claims 15 and 17. Accordingly, Applicint rcspcctftilly requests withdrawal of 
thcrejcclion of claims 13, 15 and 17 under 35 U,S.C. § 102(b). 

V. 35 D.S.C. § 1 03, Aliened Obvioiisacss of Claims 6-8 and 23-25 

The Office Action rejects chiims 6-8 imd 2 ^-25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
nlle^icdly unpatentable over Rogers et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,974,441) in view of Amstcin 
ct al. (IJ,S. Patent No. 5,793,966). This rejection is respectfully traversal at least by 
virtue oflheir dependency on claims 1 and 18. 

llogcrs docs not tcacli or suggest simulatiui; a browser in a data processing system 
wherein the browser being simulated is able to oornmunicatc through a firewall, and 
wherein simuJajLing thc^brow^ includes pr eparin !.^ an encoded data stream similar to one 
that is s ent b y an a ct ual browser , or communicating with a host directly using the 
simulation instead of using a browser, ns set foith above and agreed upon by Dxaminer 
I3nickait in the I'cbruary 17, 2004 telcpliojic interview. In addition, Arnstcin docs not 
)>rovide for Ihc deficiencies of Rogers. That is, Amstcin also docs not teach or suggest 
simulating a browser in a data processing system wherein (he browser being simulated is 
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fiblc lo communicate Ihroiish a firewall, or communicaling with tlic host directly using 
Ihc siniulalion inslcad of using a browser, 

AmsLcin is directed lo a system for providing a client/server system, using a Web 
server llniL allows for the creation and niainleuiuict^ of an on-line sei-vicc using a client 
system wliich remotely causes the server to perronn operations required in the authoring 
process. Amsteiji provides a nicchanism through which a chcnt system remotely causes a 
server system to perform one of a collection ofopcrations which support the creation and 
maintenance of an on-line sci-vicc. Tlicse operations may be perfomied by a server 
extension program lhat is callc<l by the server proi>ram via the Common Gateway 
fnlerfacc (CGf). Altcmalivcly, these operations cim be implemented directly in the server 
program- (Sunuiiary) There is notliing in Amstoin that has anything to do with 
simulating a browser in a data processing system wherein the browser being sijniilated is 
able to communicate through a firewcUl, or communicating with a host directly using the 
simulation instead of tising a browser. 

Furllicnnore, there is no motivation to combine Rogers and Anistcin. The Ofiicc 
Action alleges that ihc motivation to cojiibinc Hosiers and Amstein is to perform one of a 
collection of operations, which support the creation and mainLenance of an online service 
overcoming the problem ofrequiring additional inilallation for post and get methods. 

Rogers and Amstein arc concerned with er/lirely different problems, Rogers is 
directed lo a system that allows web users to requi^st informalioii that is created by a data 
interpretation system and then presented by a wch server to the user of the web in a form 
desired by the user. Amstein, on the other hand, i.^i directed to a system that allows for 
Ihe creation and maintenance of an on-line service. There is simply no teaching in either 
reference as lo the desirability to include the featiii cs from the other reference. That is, 
ihero is nothing in Rogers that leaches or suggests supporting the creation and 
maintenance of an online service to overcome the probleni ofrequiring additional 
insiallalion for post and get methods despite allegations made in the Office Action. 
I'uithcr, there is nothing in Amstein that teaches or suggests prcscjiling information, 
obtained from a data inlcrpveiaiion syslenij in a form desired by a user, 

Hvcn if one of ordinary skill in the art were somehow motivated lo combine 
Rogers and Amstein, the combination still would not result in the claimed invention 
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because neillicr Kogors nor Amstcin, cither alone or in combinalion leach or suggest 
siiiHi kiting a browser to communicnlc; through n lu<;wall as recited in independent cluima 
I and 18 IVoui wliich claims 6-S and 23-25. 

h\ view ofthc above. Applicant respcctfuU/ submits that neither Rogers nor 
Anislcin, either alone or in coiubinaLion, teaches or suggests the foalurCsS ofclainis 6-8 
and 23-25. 1 hns, AppUcant reijpcclfully submits (fiat the rejection to claims 6-8 iuid 23- 
25 under 35 U,S,C. § 1 03(a) is overcome. 

VL 35 U.S.C $ 103, Alleged Ot)viouxnC5is of Claims 14 and 16 

The Ofllcc Action rejects claims 14 and 10 under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) as being 
;dlcgedly unpatentable over Stern ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,935,249) in view of LaBerge ct 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,041,380). This rejection is respectfully traversed for at least the 
SLinie reasons as noted above with regard to claim 13 from which claims 14 and 16 
depend. 

Stem doe.s not tc^ich or suggest all ofthc Raturcs of clahn 13 from which claims 
14 imd 16 depend. Specifically* Stern docs not teach or suggest instmctions to simulate 
i\ browser in a data processing .system in which ihyc browser being simulated is able to 
communicate through a firewall and comnuinicat<r witli a host directly instead of using a 
browser, as set forth nbove, Tn addition, T^Bcrgc Ooca not provide for the dcfieicneies of 
Stern. That is, LnBerge also docs not teach or suggest instructions to sinuikUc a browser 
in a data processing systent in which the browser being simulated is able to communicate 
lln ougli a firewall and communicate with a host directly instead of using a browser. 

LaBcrgc is directed to a method for increasing the number of devices ca])able of 
being connccled to a host bus. In [.aTiorge, a plundity of bus phases is used lo represent a 
predetermined set ofsignals. These signals arc clocked from a first bus to a second bus 
in such a manner lhal the first and second buses l^)c able lo follow the same logical 
protocol. Lalicrge has nothing to do with simulalmg a browser to communicate through 
a firewall. Consequently, Lal^crge does not teach or suggest instructions to sinnilatc a 
browser in a data processing system in which the iM 'owscr being simulated is able to 
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connnuiiicalo Ih roufth a fircwnlJ iintl comnmnicato with a host directly instead of using a 
browser 

Furihcnuore, there is no motivation to conil)inc Stem aiid LaBcrge. • 
Stem nnrl ) .allev^^t; have nothing to do with each ot)\cr. Stern is conpemed with providing 

network interface device which allows a secure representation of network services to a 
host computer. LaBergo, on ihc other hand, is directed to a method for incre:ising the 
niunber ordcviccs Ccipable of being connected to a host bus. There is simply no teaching 
in either reference as to the desirability to include Ihe fealures from the other reference, 
i'hnl is, there is nolhhig in Stem that suggests the i\ced to overcome the problems of a 
lower clock rate despite allegations made on page 9 of the Office Action. SimiUirly, there 
is nothing in LaBcrgc thai suggests the need for iiu-orporating iictwork security on a 
nclwOJ'k interface device, 

\n view of the ijbove, Applicant respectfully submits that neither Stern nor 
LaBcrgc, cither alone or in combinnlion, teaches or suggests the fealures of claims 14 and 
1 6. Tints, Applicant respectfully submits that the vcjcction to claims 14 and 16 under 35 
IJ.S.C. § 103(a) is overcome. 
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ViL CoucJirsioH 



h is respcclfully urged tlicil the subject n])plication is patentable over Rogers, 
Stem, Anistciu nncl Lal3crgc and is how in coiidilicui for allowance. The Bxamincr is 
invited to call (he undcrsigncil 2U the bclow-listcd telephone number if m the opinion of 
the Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or aid the prosecution and 
examination of this application. 



RespE.'Ctfully submitted, 




SteplKrnf^Waldcr, Jr. / 
Reg. Ma 41,534 
Carsions, Yec & Gaboon, LLP 
P.O. iiox 802334 
Dallas TX 75380 
(972)367-2001 
Attorney for Applicant 
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